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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-19 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 7, 8, 10, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Corris et al in view of Sirhan and further in view of Raviv et al, US Patent 5,647,787. 
Corris et al disclose a sound actuated doll comprising sound detector 142, band pass filter 
(amplifier A2, resistors R5, R7, capacitors CI, C2) and a controller (Ql, Q2, voice output unit 
46). Corris et al do not disclose a peak integrator for averaging amplitude peaks and outputting a 
trigger signal based on a predetermined range of the average filtered microphone signal. Sirhan 
discloses an amusement device comprising a voice activity circuit 90 comprising microphone 92, 
sensitivity threshold adjust member 96 and potentiometer 100, the purpose of the circuit 90 to 
actuate a pump based on a voice command received by the microphone 92. Column 5 line 59 - 
column 6 line 29 disclose that circuit elements 96 and 100 function as a peak integrator for 
ensuring that sounds that are not loud enough or are too short in duration are not used to trigger 
the pump. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include the peak integrator, as taught by Sirhan, in the apparatus of Corris et al for 
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the purpose of improving the sound detection quality and eliminating false triggering. The 
combination of Sirhan and Corris discloses a motor and sound output by the sound actuated doll. 
Thus, the combination fails to teach that the controller is configured to receive the trigger signal 
and provide first and second control output signals and generate an analog sound output signal in 
response to the trigger signal Raviv discloses a sound controlled toy comprising microphone 
202, microcontroller 200, motor drivers 220, 222, speaker driver 224 and speaker 226, and lights 
36. Raviv thereby discloses a microcontroller configured to receive a trigger signal (from pulse 
shaper 206) and provide first and second digital control output signals (to motor drivers 220, 
222, and lights 36) and a sound output (to speaker 226). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the combination of Corris et al and 
Sirhan to include the controller of Raviv for the purpose of providing increased amusement 
stimulation for the user. Claims 1,10, and 19 are met. Regarding claim 2, the apparatus of 
Corris was designed to be responsive to a 14 kHz signal, however it would have been within 
reasonable experimentation for one of ordinary skill to propose a system responsive to a toy 
sound in the claimed frequency range for the purpose of constructing a sound responsive toy 
with the sound being audible to humans. As to claim 3, Raviv teaches a first control output 
signal for controlling a light and a second control output signal for controlling a motor. As to 
claim 4, Corris was designed to be responsive to a high frequency sound signal produced by a 
squeezing a toy baby bottle. Thus, the level of amplitude required to trigger the voice output unit 
46 and motor 32 was based on the toy baby bottle. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use the sensitivity threshold adjust member 92 
to select a predetermined range of filtered signals in accordance with the toy baby bottle sound in 
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the modified Corris invention, per the teachings of Sirhan for the purpose of tailoring the 
circuitry to be responsive to the toy sound. Regarding claim 7, Raviv discloses a 
microcontroller. As to claim 8, there is disclosed a microphone in Corris. 

Claims 5, 6, and 1 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Corris in view of Sirhan and further in view of Raviv, as applied to claim 4 above, and further in 
view of Davidson. The combination of Corris, Sirhan, and Raviv does not disclose that the toy 
noise maker is a rattle shaken to generate the audible sound. In figure 1, Davison discloses a 
multiple activation crib toy 10 comprising rattle 23, and cartoon figures 50, 60, 70. A musical 
output and motions of the cartoon figures are actuated in response to noise produced in the crib. 
Column 5 lines 3-26 disclose that a microphone 100 (mistakenly referenced as '45') detects 
noises within the crib environment and actuates the musical output via electronic circuitry. 
Noises resulting from manipulation of the rattle 23 actuates the musical output, which reads on 
"toy noise maker is shaken to generate the sound." It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the combination of Corris, Sirhan, and 
Raviv to make it responsive to the sound produced by shaking a toy rattle, as taught by Davison, 
for the purpose of increasing the amusement of the user by having an actuating device that makes 
playful noise and is easier to manipulate than by squeezing a toy. Regarding claims 1 1-13, in the 
combination, the first amusement device is the rattle and the second amusement device is the doll 
assembly of Corris. As to claim 14, Examiner takes Official Notice that it was notoriously well 
known in the art to provide a bending mechanism to a toy doll. Per claim 1 5, Raviv teaches a 
microcontroller. Regarding claim 16, Corris discloses a microphone. As to claim 17, Raviv 
discloses a speaker. 
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Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Corris et al in view 
of Sirhan and further in view of Raviv et al and further in view of Hoffman. Corris et al disclose 
a sound actuated doll comprising a sound detector, band pass filter and controller to actuate a 
motor and voice recording. Corris et al do not disclose a peak integrator for averaging amplitude 
peaks and outputting a trigger signal based on a predetermined range of the average filtered 
microphone signal. As stated above, Sirhan discloses an amusement device comprising a peak 
integrator for ensuring that sounds that are not loud enough or are too short in duration are not 
used to trigger the pump. It was obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include the peak integrator, as taught by Sirhan, in the apparatus of Corris et al for 
the purpose of improving the sound detection quality and eliminating false triggering. The 
combination of Sirhan and Corris discloses a motor and sound output by the sound actuated doll. 
Thus, the combination fails to teach that the controller is configured to receive the trigger signal 
and provide first and second control output signals and generate an analog sound output signal in 
response to the trigger signal. Raviv discloses a sound controlled toy comprising microphone 
202, microcontroller 200, motor drivers 220, 222, speaker driver 224 and speaker 226, and lights 
36. Raviv thereby discloses a microcontroller configured to receive a trigger signal (from pulse 
shaper 206) and provide first and second digital control output signals (to motor drivers 220, 
222, and lights 36) and a sound output (to speaker 226). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the combination of Corris et al and 
Sirhan to include the controller of Raviv for the purpose of providing increased amusement 
stimulation for the user. The combination of Corris, Sirhan, and Raviv does not disclose that the 
controller disables the sound detection circuit for a predetermined period of time after receiving 
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the trigger signal. Hoffman discloses a voice interruptible alarm device comprising microphone 
1 , filter 2, rectifier 3, monoflop 7, and IC 5. The user can trigger the alarm device to be 
interrupted based on a received voice signal through microphone 1 . As disclosed in column 6 
lines 59-65, the microphone and filter unit 2 are disconnected from the circuitry when the alarm 
signal is interrupted. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the combination of Corris, Sirhan, and Raviv to have the microphone (sound 
detector) disconnected from the trigger circuitry (band pass filter, peak integrator, controller) 
during triggering, as taught by Hoffman, for the purpose of preventing the inadvertent re- 
triggering of the device. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Corris et al in 
view of Sirhan and further in view of Raviv et al and further in view of Davidson, as applied to 
claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Hoffman. The combination of Corris, Sirhan, Raviv, and 
Davidson does not disclose that the controller disables the sound detection circuit for a 
predetermined period of time after receiving the trigger signal. Hoffman discloses a voice 
interruptible alarm device comprising microphone 1, filter 2, rectifier 3, monoflop 7, and IC 5. 
The user can trigger the alarm device to be interrupted based on a received voice signal through 
microphone 1. As disclosed in column 6 lines 59-65, the microphone and filter unit 2 are 
disconnected from the circuitry when the alarm signal is interrupted It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify the combination of Corris, 
Sirhan, Raviv, and Davidson to have the microphone (sound detector) disconnected from the 
trigger circuitry (band pass filter, peak integrator, controller) during triggering, as taught by 
Hoffman, for the purpose of preventing the inadvertent re-triggering of the device. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian T. Pendleton whose telephone number is (571) 272-7527. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivian Chin can be reached on (571) 272-7848. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Brian T. Pendleton 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2644 
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